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L S PREDICTING STUDENT PROGRESSION: . . -
THE' INFLUENCE OF RACE AND OTHER STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL : |
CHARACTERISTICS ON COLLEGE STUDENT PERFORMANCE -

-
L N
»
- . [
. . . , .

" In this study~of college student retention and progression, significant

differences were found‘between'black and white students in terms. of their

: P ] '
persistence rates, progression rates (defined as length of time to graduate),

;f B and tendencj to follow the prescribed progression pattern (sophomore in the
second year, junior in the third year, senior in the fourth ygg_l graduate I

°

= after four - years) However, mu1t1p1e regression analyses show that rac1a1

1 : - ¢

R - dlfferences disappear when the effects of othﬁ%ﬁ!khdent and instltutlonal

' character1st1cs are statist1ca11y controlled. Iherefore, ‘colleges and A
: ¢ - -
w .
universltiks would ‘do well to rethink spec1a1 retentlon aqejcounsellng pro-

grams designed especially to serve'mlnorlty group students.

(1Y
K
-
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. PREDICTING STUDENT PROGRESSION.
THE INFLUENCE OF RACE AND OTHER STUDENT AND. INSTITUTIONAL -
' CHARACTERISTICS ON COLLEGE STUDENT PERFORMANCE

Introduction

In recent decades, educational researchers have devoted considerable
, attention to the study of student attrition and retention. Such research has

for the most part focused on predicting dropout behavior in individuals of

~differing ability and background, and relating those findings to various insti-

.

tutional characteristics such as size and sbcial climate (Barger & Hall 1964

APanos &‘Astin, 1968' Williams, 1966). {Increasing atteaﬁion has'also been paid.

to the college env1ronment ‘(and students social and academic integration into
'that environment), and to how that environment affects students persistence

‘ “in college (Jones, 1979, Pascarella & Terenzini, 1979, Pfeifer, 1976) " These

L]

stud1es have made a. valuable contribution to our - understanding of students

L 4
experiences in college and the effect those experiences h ve on the declsion

to withdraw from school. However, by focusing pr1mar11y on students who drop e
" out of college in comparison to those who remain, even this contextual research

El

’ has falled to differentiate the experiences of cgllege students in general.

:This means that we - do not yet have a clear understanding of Bhow college

-

. experiences affect students' progression throughout their college cateer, how-i

- . o . .

L

. ever long it may=be. 'Ag. L -;l? ~

©

In spite of its shortcomings, the multitude of research on. college attrition ., -

has beéﬂ important for effbrts to desegregateuhigher educatlon, as it has under-‘:

scored the fact that ensuring equal access o higher education in no way ensures

"itotal enrollments in 1966 to ll percent in 1979--and current ‘research shows

equality of the educational expe*ience." Since ‘the 1960§,—black attendance at i}
) . .

institutions of higher education has increased dramatically ==-from 3 percent of

that by the late 1970s, proportionately as many blacks were’ beginning post-

//*'\ - - . . e i . ;i 4. : g
This research is supported by funds from the Ford Foundation (Grant No. 810—0541)
The opinions expressed here- do not necessarily reflect the position, policy or

' endorsement of the Ford Foundation.‘
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secondary schooling as whites (McPartland 1978). In fact, when socioeconomic

status and standardized test performance are statistically controlled, blacks

.

now have a higher college enrollment rate than wh1tes (Thomas, 1981b) Howeyer,

N

‘attrition research has shown that - the,gap An black and white enrollment

-

increases over the college years because thore blacks than whites withdnaw from

college, particularly after the first amd second years (Allen, 1981 Cross &

° Astin, 1981 McPartland 1978; Ramist), 1981 Thomas, 1980). While a great deal

-ghas been'written-on the problem of retdining black college students, much of

.

vthis research has been performed using.all%blackAstudent-samples. On the

other hand, stud1es which utillze mixed samples do not generally focus onv
» .
: the reasons for (or 1mplications of) d1fferential attrition rates for black

-

and white college students. o
~%;erefore, the Present study.focuses'on twovcomponents of the'retention
and attr1tlon 1ssue«wh1ch have not been emphasized in the research literature
h'in sp1te of their cr1tical 1mportance to the field race and student
progression. While the notion of student progression is similar to the notion
of st;dent retenfion, the operational focus of the two concepts d1ffers

. s1gn1f1cantly., Retention research generally tracks students p:ogress from

entry to degree completion by compar1ng students who drop out of school

- - A

(usually after one or two,years),with those who remain. In this study wer

,likewige track §tudents fromventry to degree completion, but in addition to‘,

w_ﬂlooking—at~d£epouembehavief*we—eiso—comparewdifferent”gronps“of"students wWHO

»

persist at various points in time after matriculation. In other words, reten-

-tion is but one component of student progresSion, and this studx.looks at both

factors associated with staying in school and factors associated with d1ffer1ng

»

progtession rates for students who persist at various phases of their college

" career.,. R - _ e




..Specifically. thelstudy identifies significant'predictors of three

~components of studenf progression: (1) attrition; (2) students' tendency to

°
LY

' :fpllow the prescribed progression pattern gnophomore in the second year, Junior

_;in the third year, senior in the fourth year, and graduate after the fourth

.

year); and (3) the langth of time it takes students to’ graduate (i e., ‘their o i

overall. progression rate) Thrpughout the paper, our focus is onzdetermining
. - .
. whether race is a significant predictor of student progression. Firsttwe

L 3

investigate the bivariate relatlonsﬁip‘of“race“to'the above three dependent
- ‘variables, and then we use'multiyarig%e techniques to determine whether the
' observed relationships persist when .the effects of other var1ables are .

'statistically controlled. Our oVerriding purpose is to move beyond studles.
a .

on the determlnants of differential attr1tion rates for black and wh1te

‘o

. students,»and on. to the question of whether black students (including both

those who will ultimately w1thdraw from college and those who will perstt_

e’

N
,until graduation) tehd to progress at a slower pace than wh1te students, and

if so, what factors bring about these d1fferential progression rates.

v 3

”Description of the Research Jroject - S o J

The present study of student progression rates in higher education stems

‘from efforts by one state higher education system to effectively desegregate

undergraduate student enrollments in its state colleges and universities.

Because of the paucity of‘otherlresearch-on differential pr%gression rates, the

study has been designed to address several facets of the progression issue,

\

)
v

including:

3

N
5

(1) -what normal (or average)7progression.in higher education is;

‘(2) what factors are associated with various rates of progressionQ
.

with special emphasis on the effects o- race; and

i




of grOup-level data from the institutions 1nvolved in the study—through‘an

ay ’ . '
. . *

e ‘(3fbwhether progression‘rates Have‘any conseouences for%students"

ability to _obtain employment in the public and pr1vate sectors

or admissions 1nto graduate sghool. o
'Twentyéfour colleges and univergities in’eight Southern and border states

have%been selected for partic1pation in the stud? Six institutions were |,

chosen from each of the four following categorﬂes: | “ .

(1) Large public universities with a broad,array_of degree programs
(] s -
'through the doctoral level; '

(2) Historically predominantly black public universities;

(3) Regional public universities with limited graduate programs; and
(4) Private univer%ities_with broad ‘degree offerings including graduate
- and 'professional programs.. ) o J . B

. The basic criteria used in selecting institutions in each of the'categories

' were type of degree programs offered, total number of students enrolled, and

whetherrthere were a suffic1ent number of black and-wh&te/étudeﬁts to perm1t~

: analysis of both races at each university‘ ‘ o S -

.. .
.

. .
Data collection for this study will be conducted in five phases and .

utilizing several Survey instruments. The first phase involves ‘the collection

-

©

'dInstitutional Data Questionnaire (IDQ) "The IDQ is divided into four sections.

The first section provides 1nformation by race on total undergraduate enroll-»

&

N'ment;‘SAT-and ACT scores for several cohorts of entering freshmen; and the
actual progression rates for several cohorts‘of students (the latterlcomprise‘

: _ B

: the basis of this paper and are explained in more deta11 in the next section) .

~The second section of the IDQ identifie; how many . black and white students

receive financial aid (and of what-type—and amount), and»the third section

.




"indicates the number of black and white students who live on- and" off-campus.

¢

Finally,"section four concerns the teaching and administrative personnel of"
. 'A'
each university, and asks each university to speeify the maJor fields of. study

for. their ﬁaculty by race and the racial composition of the total faculty and

¢ . .

administrative sta£f 1 ' ,':ﬁ" . : . i ,

-

This paper presents the preliminary findings from our analysis of the

);
Institutional Data Questionnaire. As our data collection efforts continue,

we will. detepmlne whether the aggregate relationships found here persist at the

> -

individual level. In addition, later analyses of . 1nd1v dual-level data will

allow us to determine whether the effects of student and institutional S

-

characteristics on student progression are mediated by students perceptions of

and integration into the college environment.

Findings R -

To reiterate, many studies have shown that black students in four-year

.'colleges'and universities experience higher attrition rates than white
' - . . 2 . S

'students, particularly after the first'and second”years (Allen, .1981; Cross &
‘Astin, 1981' McPartland .1978‘ Ramist, 1981' Thomas, 1980).: Blacks are also .
less»likely to persist full-time, and consequentIy have lower four-year com;

pletion rates than whites (Astin, 1973 Cross & Astin, 1981, McPartland,. 1978

Thomas, 1981a)“ However, some research has shown that the magnitude of the

racia1 difference in college completion rates decreases somewhat if. comp1etion

subsequent to the prescribed four years is taken into account (Thomas, 1981a)
In other words, black students engage in proportionately more part-time and
interrupted schooling than white students,and blacks who graduate from

college generally take longerrto do sog‘I.S.E;P., 1976; McPartland, 1978;

o

' Thomas,‘l981a).



»

" The bivariate findi ngs presented here confirm that significant differ-

%
-ences exist between black and white students in_ terms of their gersistence ;'Q

rates,.therr progression fates (defined as length of time to graduate), and the

' -

BN ° 0

- proportion who . fol-low the prescribed progression pattern (sophomore in the

. I TN r ‘
;secdnd year, junior in the third ygar, seniorﬂin.the fourth year, graduate ,-

after four years) However, multivariate analyses show that racial differences

. disappear when the effects of other student and institutional characteristics*
o, are statistically controlled.. . .
- Our conclusions are derived from the responses of nine predominantly v
o | white universifies (four large state universities, two relatively‘non-selective

regional universities and three highly Selective private universitles) and tHree

.

- v

_predominantly black state.universities to the'In%titutional Data Questionnire

described earlier. Specifically, all un1versities in the sample were asked

. l "~"s .*~

© to track three cohorts of entering freshmen (1975 1976, and 1977) through

-~

the fall of 1981. ' For each.cohort of entering students, the univers1ties

provided data.on, the number“pfrstudents enrolled as,freshmen,-sophomores,

juniors, or seniors in the fall of theirdsecond,_third, fourth, fifth, sjixth,

‘(l975jand 1976 cohorts only) and seventh (1975 cohgrzs:only)'years after i

-

matriculation.~ Data were_aISO”provided"on*thé“numb {swof“stuaenfs in each cohort
who_dropped out (defined’to include transfers, voluntary withdrawals and
v 1hvoluntary withdrawals) and graduated during each of the study years. In;
&&‘gddition to;providing these data for all students combined, the universities '
: "also tracked black and white students separately. ~Thus, for each university

&
) . in the sample, data are available on six independent cahports of entering

students (blacks entering in 1975 whites entering in 1975, etc.), as well as

. on all students matriculating in each of the three study years, \

o

i a

(o 1)




%

. In all tables, tendency to follow the prescribed progression pattern is

@

»

© it

measured in terms of ghose students who persisted in‘college at the time of .

-

each progression measurement (i.e., dropouts are excluded).

"in the fafI of their second.year.

L) ‘.

Ny
L)

and~Sifferentia1 progréssion patterns for those students who-remained in schbol.l

.

. L R o
Attrition data are presented separately.
. . ‘3

-

e

L]
]

This“means,ffor

exémple,.that we present the proportion of enrolled students who were sophomores

. This allows us to look at bgzh differentidl tendencies to drop out. of college

[N

Un the other hand, to provide some understanding of the effect of attrition on

are presented both as—a'percentage of total students ever enlolled and as a

the final progression stage (graduation), four and five year graduatlon rates

L

percentage of students who persisted throughout th€ study period.

w

»

Table 1 presents the @esults of our b1var1ate analy51s of these group

d

‘ level data. This table uses two-tailed Qtudents s t-tes’r\}o compare the '

~_prbgression patterns,~attrition rates; and mean length of time to graduate

»

for the 36 white and 36 black student cohorts in the sample. Tests of

stat1st1cal 51gn1ficance were performed and are- included in -the "table; however,

3

any group differences revealed in the table are s1gnificant in the context of .

°

'these 12 universitles, s1nce‘entire populations of entering cohorts were,

v

.

3

nly*approximate_in_this

instance because of the weighting“procedures employed in computing group means,

Table 1 shows that white students were significantly more likely to toliow

the prescribed, progression pattern than black students at nearly all 3

stages of their college 7areer.z

0n the average, 71f0 percent of the white .

¥

students who persisted until their second year were enrolled as sophomores

©

that year,“in compziyison to omly 57.2. percent of the black students. This

means that white students were 13.8 percent more like]y than black students

‘to be snphomores in the fall of .their second year.

9

-

White students were- 8.7

e LN

o
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- | (GROUPED DATA) | 0 ‘
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) L 5 ; . ¢ . Mean for White Mean for Black
Performance Variable . ' Student Cohdrts _ Student Cohorts
o : . . . .
. T g )
S — Prescribed Progression.Pattern R .
.. ) f ‘ . . . . . -&
% of Non-Dropouts ffho were ‘ . ) . "_ o,
e ‘Sophomores in Fall of 2nd Year 4 71.0%% . 57.2 -
. . . . . ° [
. % of Non-Dropouts Who Were '1 S : e T .
o - Juniors in Fall of 3rd Year - 62.3 . * 53.6 - : ) .t
-, ‘ ‘ o R N
% of Non-Dropouts Who Were " ) : ‘ T
_Seniors in Fall of 4th Year °, 63.9%%* 52,3 . T,
. i * % of Non=-Dropouts Who : ’
‘1§ - Graduated in 4 Yéars' - , 62.9% ° . 55.6 .-
' L S . B SR
e % of Total Students Wb . / o ..
} : Graduated in 4«Years 43,9% : : 29.5 o -
o : %.of Non;Dropouts ﬁﬁi . | g _ . R . . i ;
- Graduated in 5 Years . ; 91.3* 77.9 ‘ g
. \ % of Total Students Who N . ) )
v Graduated in 5 Yéars~ . ' . 56.9% g 353 e
. Dropout Rates - ' - ' ¢
' . .‘ B . ) - @ . o .0 -
N % Who®*Dropped Out by ‘ : , . o
‘ End of First Year  °. RN 18.8 : 25, 7% o Ve
4 % Who Dropped,Odt py ' , ‘ . o . . r
End of Fourth Year * = 7 . 37.1 ¢ 49, 9%
. Progressign Rate '« . : . ‘ ST as
Years to Graduate for Students N ; B S . .
-~ . Who Graduated Within 5 Years- e . L o
- . (1975 and 1976 Cohorts Only) 4,217 4,31k e .
. *Significanqu greéter at, .01 level of significance using two-tailed .~ o
) . . Student's t-test. < ' v . ‘ '
| _ ‘*kSighificantly greaterAat .05 level of significance., - f '
~ . v s . . . - . ¢ g

E

lExcept thre otherwise sﬁgqified, the- comparisons in this section - .
’ * include only students who had not dropped out at the time of each -
. progression measurement. ; : : : :
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perceﬁt more likely than black students to be enrolled as juniors, in the fall .
of their third year, and 11.6 percent more likely to be seniors in the fall of
T A ‘

- their~£ourth year, In terms of graduation rates, 69.2 percentﬁof white students

LYY M

‘who persisted until graduation graduated within four years, and 913 percent

‘graduated with{n five years. The comparable percentages for black students are "

a

only 55.6 percent and 77 9 percent, respectively This d1fference in the

- length*of ‘time it took black and white students to graduate is reflected in

-

.. the overall progression rates shown in Table 1: for students who graduated
within five years, white students took an average of 4.2]1 years to graduate,
~in compar1son to an aGerage of 4.31 years for black students

. Differences in the four- and five-year graduation rates of white and

. : &

_ black student cohorts are even larger when we compare the rate$ for alll

i ) : . . ‘ o s .

.. " ‘black and white students ever enrolled (including those who eventually dropped’
o - .t . o ) “ _ -

out). On the average, 43.9 percent of all white students ever enrolled .. .

graduated from cpllege‘within four years‘of their initial enrollment, in

comparison to only 29.5 percent of black students. By the'end of five years,

'.f' 56.9 percent of all white students had graduated from college, but only 35 3
gf }' percent of all black studernts graduated during the same period of time. These
%* ' differentes in total graduation rates are at least partially due to the fact

that black students were significantly more likely ‘to drop out of college than
white students. Black students were 6.9 percent myre likely to drop out by

‘the'end of their first year, and 12.8 percent more likely to drop out by the

. . R N
end of. their fourth year. =

The data presented in Table 1 show that there are sign1fican£ differences

in the performance patterns of black and wh1te college students. There are a
' s
) number of facfors that may explain these racial d1fferences For example, the

lite;ature consistently shows that academic factor», including high school

R |




institutions students attend affects their attrition and progression patterns

'grade point'average, high school class rank and scholastic'aptitude, are

among the mést signlficant predictors of college performance (Astin & Cross, 1981;

o

Beal & Noel, 1980 Cross & Astin, 1981' Pantages & Creedon, 1978; Pfe1fer, 1976

Ramist, 1981). In fact, stud1es generally find no differences in the attrition

vfrates of black and white studcuts (progréssion studies are v1rtually nonexlstent)‘

‘when the1r academic backgrounds and scholastic ab111ty are stat1st1cally

a -

'controlled (Astin 1973; Ramist, 1981 Selby, 1973) Black students are also
" more likely than white students to come from social and economic backgrounds that

_ may contr1bute to a lack of success in college (Cross & Astin, 1981 Jones, 1979, .

e ce-

. Ramist, 1981; Selby, 1973)

"In addition, there is some évidence that the racial composition: of the

o -t

and mediates the relationship between race and performance (Gosman, Dandridge,

o

‘Nettles & Thoeny, Notel Gosman, Nettles, Dandridge & Thoeny, Note 2), The

a-

college "flt" theory states that the greater ‘the congruence between students'

goals, values and attitudes and those of the colleges they attend, the more

1likely they are to perform successfully in terms of pers1stence and academic

°

k‘achievement.(Allen, 1981‘ Pantages & Creedon, 1978). We found this to be

partially true-in our earlier analyses of these research data (Gosman, et al.

Note'l; Gosman et al., Note 2). Spec1fically, we found that the underrepresented

racial group at both predominantly white and predomlnantly black universities

had higher attrition rates than the majority group, and were less likely to
. \ - .

follow the prescrlbed‘progression,pattern._ This may be due in part to

differences in the types of students who attend same- and other-race universities

v(Astin & Cross, 1981; Brown, l§73; Standley,'l978x and in part‘to racial discrimi-

‘nation experienced by the underrepresented group on both types of campuses

(Allen,.lQBl}VBuffkin, 1977;.Elam, 1978; Jones, 1979; Pfeifer, 1976). On <he ’

12 I




other hand,‘while .black students at predominantly black institutions perform

better than white students at the same institutions, over two-thirds of black
. ’ : -
' students attend predom1nant1y white universities. This may explain the lower k

5 retentlon and graduation. rates for black students as a whole. Finally, there

L is also some~evidence that both black and white students attending predomi—'

o

. nantly wh1te institutjons perform better than students attending predominantly

2 black institutions in téerms of their attrition rates,btendency to follow the
" prescribed progressionpattern,and mean lengﬂ1cﬁ time to graduate_(Gosman et alr,

- - . T T

) . “NOte 1)' . . \ S . ‘ - .

&

h .
¢

To test for the effects of these individual and institutional characteris— . fsw

J M i
tlcs on the bivar1ate relationships observed earlier, severﬁl mult1ple |
© . »}.@w\k( ~ 3 / n « :

s *regressions were performed in wh1ch the ten dependent variaﬁles presented in

Ia le 1 were regressed on race, combined verbal and mathémgtical SAT score -

Qmean for cohort), annual family income (mean~for.cohoft), type of institution: g o

(predom1nantly black vs. predominantly white), and proportiog,of the 1nst1tut10n s

total enrollment represented by the cohort race. The proportion of the cohort

race receiv1ng f1nancial aid was also 1ndi:2;ﬁ as an independent variable even

Y
é"’ T e

though.research concerning the effect of financial aid on performance is : e

inconclusive (Ramist, 1981). .

. V - L

Before preseﬁtingithemr€§QlFs of these regressions, we must caution that

¢

G
.~ , - ’ DR

they are based on aggregate data in which student cohorts rather than

indilidual students are.the unit of analysis. "While it is common to use

e e T Al

aggregate data to make.inferences'about'ifdividuals“whén“approprtatenindividual-~

level data are unavailable, aggregate data do. not always provide unbiased
. estimates of individual—level relationships, part1cularly when group effects
are - present (Pirebaugh, 1978) . At the ‘same time, however,. the problem of

eross-level inference is less acute with regression coefficients than w1th .

-

13
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other measur«s of association such as correlation coe£f1cients (Goodman, 1959) SORTIRLE
Therefore, we will interpret our findings as indicative of possible relation—
- ships tg be further tested with indiv1dua1-1evel data obtained in the

next phase\Qf the research project.= ' : - '[ o ‘ L s

A

L - Th regression analyses were performqg in three steps. In‘the first'

T

r

step, all s1x main effects were entered 1nto the equations concurrently to
: obtain the independent effects of each predictor with- the effects of all other
predictors statistically controlled. In the second step, backward exclusion

-~techn1ques were, used to remove all main effects that did not contribute

sign1f1cantly (.05 level) to the explained variance given the nresenceeof,the e

Y

other variables in thevequations. Finally, cross-product 1nteraction~terms were

.

¢reated between. race.and the other five main“effects.. These terms were~tes£ed'
, for add1tion to the reduced-form ﬂbdels via forward inclusion techniques, and vﬁ-A-~Tj_v
1nteraction terms that added s1gnificant explanatory power at the .05 level or
” _ Igreater were added’ to thermodels obtained in step two above.* Only one
.interaction term in one analysis was added to the iinal equations (see Table 2).,
as this was the only case in which the predictors of performance differed for L
i; black and white student cohorts.. In other words, with that one exception,s
the final models do not differ for black and white students, and the
predictors of performance are the same.for both groups. IR N
Table 2 presents the standardized and unstandardized regression |
‘coefficients for the predlctors of students tendency to follow the
prescribed progression pattern at five different points in time.‘ It is

"immediately apparent from Table 2 that race disappears as a significant

predicgor when the effects of other variables are statistically controlled. .
Instead, several other variables which our. literature review suggested may

be'related to performance appear.as significant predictors. SAT scores, L

-~




“ TABLE 2

(v ~ REGRESSIONS ‘oxy-pmasci?tnzn PROGRESSION PATTERN. mm-:sl (ou STUDENT AND* ms'rrru'noum, CHARACTERISTICS—- -
ST . o= .Z'. - STANDARDIZED AN UNSTANDARDIZED aacnrssxou cocrmcmms OF - -
4 e — . . . \

MAIN EFFECTS AND SIGNIFICANT INTERACTION TERMS ¢

. Ve R © . (GROUPED DATA)
~ { ‘ . .
) _ Dependent Variables
% Sophomores -in 2nd’Year } ~7 % Juniors lnv3rd iéat . % Seniors in 4th Year

s Indebendent Variables ;__‘bi‘Unstandardized: Standardized ... .Unstandardized Standardized Unstandardized Standardized

| Mean Composite SAT Score - .0006% ' .og2é% © . .0001 . .1a2° 20003 4527 f
Race (0 = White) -~ - =089 =220 . . 140 . -.501 - .084 L3
;Type}of Institution' ' co :i o ' . o . _' s - B e
o (0= Predominantly White) = .192#=* : «655%% ’ A57%% - 0 L5124% -,011 -:040. .
z Receiving Financial Ald T L248%k 690Kk . . 1B9%x . = 497Hk ~e004 013
: Hean Family Income L ; . +000002"" . 140 _ . 000002 117 ~,000003 -e204 - ¢
T TR T '. . T (" .. K '
:.Proportion of Totsl . LR 1
B ', Enrollment Represented - . St o : : . . i
by Cohott Race +110 o .186 o 081 .e132 ° .131 «251
Race ” Proportion of o ] o Vo ' : R " : .
Total Enrollment . © NeB. . Nese LEL afeBs - : NeSe © MeSs
. . - ) ) ) . N N .
Const nt . To-070 0 . . - .666
. R . X ’ * . N N
.. N . . N . . . . . . . ¢
Rz Lo " o !. . ) .384 . . -266 . @ v .. o o
- ‘NdTES' % Signlficant at .05 ‘level - (two-tailed).-
tCoefficients for nonsignificant main effects are those obtained - in step one of the regressions, before
nonsignificant predictors were removed from the equations. Constants and coefficlients for significant .
main effects are those obtained in steps two and three, when nonsignificdnt predictors were deleted from
he models, Only significant coefficients are presented for 1nteractlon terms. Nonsignificant coefficients
for 1nteraction terms are represented by ' n.s. ' . : '
1Except 'here otherwise 1nd1cated, the rates 1nc1ude only studentq who had not dropped out at the time of each -
progres ton, measurement (1.e., persisters).v . Lo

2All -possible crdss—product 1nteraction terms . between race and other main effects were tested for 1nclusion in
" the models, but this. 1s the only term that attained slgnificance in any of the analyses.

o

e e e T
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“REGRESSTONS "OF-

" TABLE 2 (Continued)
i

-PRESCRIBED mocnzssmu PATTERN RATES! oN STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS—- _

STANDARDIZED AND UNSTANDARDIZED REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS OF SR L TR T o s

ot

- MAIN EFFECTS AND SIGNIFICANT’ INTERACTION TERMS

——— e s 1 b

(GROUPED DATA) :

 Independent Variables -

Ve

Tl 2 of Persisters Graduated -
: in 4 Years

'bependent Variables

% of Persisters Graduated >

.% of Total Graduated in 4 Years. in 5 Years - % of Total Graduated im 5‘Yearé

Uno;andardiged .Standardized

Unstandardized Standardized Unstandardized Standardized = Unstandardized Standardized

.

- T v

Mean Composite SAT Score .0002 ’ .28@ . 005%* w592k’ \,\ ) a,ObOl ~e241" .0006;ﬁ. 569k#
- - * . . . v \‘ . : - ' : N
Race (0 = White) o127 «326° ~.026 , ~+060 L =e062 =197 .. -.089 =165 ¢
Typé of Institution - ) . . ‘_\ . R s - -
. (0 = Predominantly White) 047 .101 +3194 .615k% L = 0944k, ~.294%% L 154%% - 193k
% Receiving Financial Ald +206%% . 369nH JL14** .183%* L 122k L4934 .010 .06
T N N . o o i . o ) g 3 T
Mean Family Income +0000}#* . 843%h . .000014* 6B SHR - 000005** . 640%% .00001** . 54G**
Proportion. of Total o ’ T - .
Enrollment Represented ] o : ' ~ \ o .
by Cohort Race 166 ©4228 c1324% ~.163%* -.025° -.077 ~.188%% . 235%%
Race * Proportion of . . ‘ 0 . . . . ~ :
::_Total Enrollment? 1724 317%% n.s. n.s, e Ne8e ; - n.s. n.ss )
Constant 264 .366 737 -.200 -
Py . .643 .874 .80l 919
. 2 ot y
. coe ¥ L
.“
: R v 1w
o\ )
&

Y




3

Y t« significant predictors of . the dependent variable entitled "proportion enrolled

percentage of cohort race receiving financial aid and type (i.e., rac1al
ey

composition) of institution are, in order of decreasang importance, the .

as sophomores in the fall. of the second year. w For students who pers1sted

i W N

r{ e

until the second year h1gh SAT scores and a large proportion—receiving

£inancial aid .are associated with a greater tendency to be enrolled as sopho—
A mores that year. Surprisingly, attendance at a predominantly black institution
RO | S
(‘?'fLE _ is also related to a greater tendency to, follow the prescribed progression

pattern in-the second year. This contradicts our earlier finding (Gosman, et al.,”

\\\\\\\\\§otel) Lhat students at predom1nant1y white institutions perform significantly

\\

better than students at predominantly blackslnstitutions. The bivariate

e

T .
relationship betw\En\ty\e of inst1tution and performance is apparently due in

- part to d1fferences in the types\of students who attend the two types of

. \ a

8 univers1ties, and actually reverses in direE‘Ioniwhen the effects of student

v

characteristics such as family income and’ academic ab111ty are statistically

removed. Altogether, SAT scores, percentage receiving f1nancial aid, and type
'g of institution explain 38. 4 percent of the variance in"the percentage soph0more
var1able.~ T ”, oo '

SAT scores are not related to progression *in the third year, but
attendance at a predominantly black institution and low levels of financial
'aid are associated with enrollment as Juniors in .the fall of the th1rd year.

- This underscores the greater tendency of students at predominantly black
colleges and universities to follow the prescribed progression pattern when

students' individual— ‘and group-level characteristics are statistically con-

—+tr 11ed———%he—negative_:elafionship between financial aid and enrollment as

—

—

. juniors in the. third year illustrates the - incdnsistent effect of that variable

on performance (it was positively related to progression in the second year)

4




a -~

None of the uain effects or interaction terms entered intoithe analysis are

significant predictors of enrollment as seniors in the fall of the fourth year,

In contrast, mean family income consiStently appears as the most sign:Lf:L-\1

cant predictor of four- and five-year graduation rates, both for all students

L everrenrolled and_for the _subgroup of students who pers1sted until graduation.
.

-, 5

- graduate within four or f1ve years,

“

High SAT scores are also s1gn1f1cant1y

associated with high four- and f1ve-year graduau;on rates for all students

,‘*f'f"“”“ﬂ"ef enrolleduabutﬂthefrelationshlp is nons1gn1f1cant for pers1sters only.

Surpr1s1ng1y, having a small racial representatlon on campus (i.e., be1ng in

'ﬁmvf-_~‘ the,minority) is also assoc1ated with high graduation rates in some casgs.
ThlS may be part1a11y due to the fact that black students attending p?%dominantly
white 1nst1tutions perform better than black students attending predominantly '
black institutions (Gosman, et al;,iNote 1).
differences in the character1stics—of-black students who attend the two types of

1nst1tutions (Ast1n & Cross, 1981)

[

S

‘We have apparently. failed to control for

¥

\\\ m1nor1ty-gr0up status on performance.

™.

“

. ] R
four-year graduation rates £

black univers1trm
rates'for'all studen

five-year graduation rate

‘The proportion of stuaents receiving frnancial aid is positively related to

‘to f1ve-y\ar\graduation rates for persisters.

interaction between race and T

tation has no effect on the four-year g duatio

E l{lC

T o G Tt

on,four-year graduation rates for p

for persisters.

sisters. Specifically, racial represen-

ever enrolled; however, it is associated ‘with low

Finally, there is significant .

This 1s, in turn, probably due'to

%

some of those differences in this ana1ys1s, thereby dlstorting the effect of

or‘both persisters and all students ever_enrolled, and
Again, attendance at a predominantly

is also assoc1ated w1th h1gh four- and five-year graduatlon

L
13

n rates of white persisters, but has

High family 1ncome is in all cases associated with a greater tendency‘to,ll_ N




a significant positive effect on the rates of black persisters. AAltogether,'

the significant predictors»of the various four- and f1ve-year graduation rates

explain between 64 3 and 9l 9 percent of the variance in thode variables.

able 3 presents the standardized and unstand“rdized regression coefficients

for the predictors of attr1tion and overall progression (mean number

”"of‘yearsAtorgraduate)~ratese~_A5 was. _the case with tendency to follow the

ity

e

prescribed progression pattern, che bivar1ate relationshlp between race and ‘

performance d1sappears when - the effects of other var1ables are stat1st1cally

e /
R S 4 /

controlled 1.e., race does not - exert a significant independent effect on

&

any of the dependent variables in Table 3. The s1gn1f1cant predictors of f1rst

year attrition rates are (1n order of decreasing 1mportance) mean family 1ncome,_“«=" ’

type of inst1tution,'rac1al representation on campus, and proportion of cohort~'

Lo . . g N -, X . ' ’ ..
. 'race receiving financial aid. , Low mean family income, attendance at a predomi-

‘?~nantly'whitevcollegefor~university,vhigh-racial representation (i,e,,—being~l
: 1n the maJority), and high levels of financial aid are assoc1ated with h1gh
first-year attrition rates. The effects of income are as expected, and we

shave a1ready shown ‘that financial eid 'is an incons1stent predictor of perfor-.

-

mance, Again, however, the effects of type of institution and racial represen-

tation are surprising, and may have something to do with}differences in the
l‘"\‘ Wv’., ¥ d
types of students who attend nredominantly white\and predom1nantly black '

e 2.

universities. q

Interestingly, SAT scores are-not a. significant predictor of f1rst-year
’ v
‘attrition rates, but,they are,the strongest predictor of total attrition at

' the end of four years. ,Type of institution is also related to four-year ¢

v

. attrition rates,_w1th students attending predOminantly white institutions
showing higher attrition rates than students attending predominantly ‘black

institutions. Mean family income, financial aid, and racial representation




SRR : TABLE 3

REGRESSIONS OF-ATTRITION RATES AND OVERALL PROGRESSION RATES ON STUDENT AND INSTITUTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS—-

-t

-
»

3
Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

. (GROUPED DATA)

STANDARDIZED AND UNSTANDARDIZED REGRESSION.COEFFICIENTS, OF MAIN EFFECTS!

.

¢
‘

e N . '. oL C ‘ Dependent Variables'

% Dropped Out By. Bnd of FirstrYeér - % Dropped Out'By

- Number of Years %o Ctadu;gé'
(Progression’ Rate)

End of Fourth Year

T

' Iﬁdependent'VariabIes Unstandardized - ‘Standardized ' Unstandardized Standardized ~ Unstandardized Standardized
] ‘ S . . . . L Ll B L. . . ] ." . ! )
: : : BRI i . . oo A .
‘Mean’ Composite SAT Score—— -~ ¢ -.0002 -.318 h ~.0009%* . . -.975%* .0002 +253
Race (0 = White) e -.015 -.060 15 .290 -.136 =470
o : - ' ‘
. ‘Type of Institution .
(0 = Predominantly White) . =.218ww -.735%w ~.260%% ~.546%n 073 - o170
% Receiving Financial Ald L1544k A30%k 102 .178 . 2007 020
' Mean Family Income . -.000009%% =.945kk <.000009 -.613 ~+000006** =+ 605%*
Proportion of Total Enrollment R . . o
Reptgaented‘by Cohort Race 227 k% ) ;484**. v 338 <454 r=l124 -.289
‘Constant ¢ .180 T2 4.370 -
R2 ‘ _ s el 643 B 366
o - ) L@ -

_NOTES: #** Significant at the .05 level (two-tailed). . —

P

nonsignificant predictors wére removed. from the equations.

o

Coefficients for nonsignificant main effects are those obtained in step one of the regressions, before
Constants and coefficlents for significant

main effects are those obtained in btgps two and three, when nonsignificant predictofs vere deleted from

. the models.

Lrhere were no eigniﬁicant Cross»product interaction terms.
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all disappear as predictors of attrition by the end of the fourth year.

Finally, mean family income is the nly s1gnificant predictor of overall

“ v

progreSsion rates, and explains 36 6 percent of th° variance in that variable,

While it is not\surprising that income is negatively related to the length of s

'

time it takes students to. grad:ate, it is surprising that SAT scores and?

type of 1nstitution do not exert significant indepengent effects on progression, = .-
- ‘ : s 7
particularly in. v1ew of their. significant relationship to progression patterns'

(Table '2). It is possible that SA scores and type of institution do have an

""effect'on progression'rates at the 1ndividual:level but that these rates are

especially susceptib}e to distortion by group effects when aggregate data are \.‘i

Y

employed._

Discussion - . ' A,

Blvariate findings show that race has a strong relationship to students
' performance in college, with white students. consistently outperforming black .

."students infterms-of.their attrition rates,'tendency to.follow”the prescribed T
‘progressiongpattern,vand mean length-of‘time td graduate. However, racial'
; e e , . ,
_differences in PerfOEmanceddisapPEar when other student and institutional
characteristics'are introduced‘into the pre&iction models via nultipleim

4

‘ regression techniques. In other words, while there are.significant.differences R

o

in the performance patterns of black and white college students, chose-dif- . o

ferences are in large part explained by. other variables in the regressipn

-

equations, In fact when ‘the effects of other predictors are statistically
ncontrolled; race shows some surprising relationships to our dependent.variables. ’

As expected, white students omutperform black students'on -half of pur perfor- . -

. \ : , , L -
.o : RS . S : ,
mance measures, but the reverse is true for the other half. In all cases, iLowever, e

. . . T ° ‘- ' ‘ :

yvace is a nonsignificant predictor of performance when‘the influences of othef. o

W;,w;vﬂfiabieS'JarE}Btatisti&ally controlled. , ' -




> are ré%oved. F1nancial a1d cn the. other hand, shows ‘an inconsistent relationship

' 'the:determinantsvof students"persistence in college and their -overall ability

'~ what factors influence their students ability to persist and progress in

surprisingly, attendance at a predhminantly black university are generally L R

"aassociated with better performance in college when .the effects of other variables

‘ variables are related to studént attrition and/or‘progression, in fact, we s .

g point we want to emphasize is twofold.' First, performing.this type of multi- .. .

- variate analysis using individual-level data would benefit colleges and = et

’and progression programs.' We have found that universities generally keep track

‘fﬁhilekdiffering sets of variables.entEr'into'the prediction.eouationsifor_
our various/measures of'performance, four‘variableskrépeatedly appear as signi-.f L ?::mﬁ
ficant predictors: students' mean%SAT scores:?students';mean‘familyfincome, FY#e":~' |
of:institution (predominantly white.vs. predominantly black),band'nroportiom Cot =
of students receiving financial aid. digh SAT'scores,rhigh family~income, and,\

Ce . . 1)

e - - Y v

“

B P

to performance. In a practica1 sense it is unfortunate that differing factors

[ ' -

are related to students progression -and attritipn rates at different phases pf T

thedr coilege career. Apparently what is needed ar? one or two compos1te dependent “_-~~">
. Te

* +
. . . -

wvariables that will allow us to makKe more definitive conclusions concerning”. L e

. . . .
' . . R .
. .

!

to progress at a- normal pace 1f they choose to remain in school. L
;ﬂﬁ; In any/que, however,,the point we want to make her'e is not- which specific T .

.~ - - .
- -

reiterate that the group-level findings presénted here dé not necessarily apply -

at the individual level. Moreover, our sample of‘student cohorts is very small,

'
s ¢ B

and includes only nine cohorts from predominantly black universities. Instead, the -

¢ s Yoo T

‘e ] ) : \

universities in several ways. For example, it would allow them to determine

4 - ~ P

college, and. would provide a sound basis for the enhancement of special retention :

Q -

However,'many“schools“hadjt0~be~t~*——~4*-vV

o . : oy e -

o . >y
~ N .

-

‘ ) ‘ - . -, M )




T j-deleted from our sample because‘they;do not keep track of attrition on an
'individual basis,; nor do they track the progress of students who persist at

ffvatibUS'points in time, sﬁoreover;'even‘those.schools that do retain this infcrf -

f,' . mation on computer-based data files do not generally use . the 1nformation to
.' . ’

. »

analyze progression and attrition patterns in their student bod1es. In spite.-

©

, of tﬁis, most have d.aigned special retention programs to aséist groups of

hd - . .~

;'( - atudents they believe are likely to experience difficulty in. school. . This

brings us to“our second point: while we cannot at th1s juncture make definitive

conclusions about ‘the determinants of student progression, it is clear that race~

is probably not a’ significant pred1ctor. Therefore, colleges and unxvers1t1es

wOuld do well to rethink special retention and counseling programs designed

'ﬂ:, especially to serve m1nor1ty group stuaénts. Retention programs w1ll in all
e [ f

ok ‘
likelihood be more effective 1f they are des1gned around those characteristits
..-:w-««ﬁas -
eacb 1nstitution finds to be directly related to the performance~of its- students.
¥
The type of analysis performed here will a551st'Pnstitutions in attaining that

. Mvwmgpricn

o I

YTty

v - goal and can be performed with relative ease once an appropriate data base 1s

LAY - ¢

established;

LYoy



| FOOTNOTES ~ .

, : > : o :
7 "_ 1Phases two through five of the-study will involve the collection of -

individual-level data from students and faculty at the sample universities.

: - I ¥ S . ‘ . v .
~ThrOugh'a mailed'questionnaire to approximately 10,000 students (Phase 1I) and BRTE
. personal interv1ews w1th a subset of respond1ng students (Phase IV),‘information L';.', . %

will be collected on students class level and the length of time 1t took them

N

to get to that point"stop-out or transfer behavior; demographic and academic
v 8

background' academic motivation; method of financing college' and perceptions

S

of and 1ntegration into the. college_env1r0nment.vwFaculty‘perceptions of‘normaI

; ) PR

o

o progression and of the characterist1cs, attitudes, and behaviors that contribute

?:1_‘ . to success in.college will be collected via a mailed questidnnaire-(Phase 11I)

’ ”".

' and personal interviews (Phase 1V).. Information will alsoibe collected on the

types and amount of 1nteraction faculty have with different types of students.
Finally, college recruiters and graduate admiss1ons officers will be 1nterviewed

v
v

(Phase V) to determine the _emphasis they place on college progression rates in . .

g ;ﬁ' i making:hiring or admissionsrdecisions. ; C .

. . ) ? o ) r
e : v A o . . . . .
. v

2Eailure‘to‘fol ow-the prescribed‘prOgression pattern‘is not always

: e\og\!h;_npnfollowers progressgd faster- than normal. T

/

undesirableg since's

.

_gstudents who failed t

follow the'prescribed progression pattern progressed

-

slowen than normal.‘ &n addition, some of the® nonfollowers probably engaged o

" in stopOut behavior, which slowed their progression rate but which the litera- T

p

tute suggésts may have beneficial effects in some cases (Ramise, 1981). , T “"['i

AEEY

are unable to distinguish stopouts from dropouts in th1s phase of the research
; N ; .

roject, but will address that issue whon~we collect inuividual-level

- -
N . .

S fprogression 7Lta in the next phase.

B o e e T L o » o
F» . _‘ Ve e . A _"‘ ) ! -~-€~T‘. . ) . . . ‘.
. - T ST o o . . o

i &, N N .o - - . o . N . v . - . . . .
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